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REMARKS 

This is a complete response to the outstanding Office Action 
mailed April 6, 2 007. Claim 1 has been amended herein. Wo new 
matter has been added. Upon entry of the enclosed claim 
amendments, claims 1-5 and 27-36 remain pending in the present 
application . 

I . Response to Claim Objections and Rejection -35 USC § 112 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 

withdrawal of claim objections. 
A. Claims 1-5 and 27-36 

Applicant appreciates the Examiner's comprehensive review of 
the claims. The Office cited to claim 1, specifically, the step 
of "a user at a first location to control operation of devices at 
the second location" as failing to be disclosed in the 
specification. The Office has rejected claim 1 under first 

paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112 which requires that the "specification 
shall contain a written description of the invention." This 
requirement is separate and distinct from the enablement 
requirement. See M.P.E.P. 2163 section 1 and e.g., Vas-Cath, Inc. 
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v. Mahurkar, 935 F.2d 1555, 1560, 19 USPQ2d 1111, 1114 (Fed. Cir. 
1991). " [T] he 'essential goal' of the description of the invention 
requirement is to clearly convey the information that an applicant 
has invented the subject matter which is claimed." In re Barker, 
559 F.2d 588, 592 n.4, 194 USPQ 470, 473 n.4 (CCPA 1977). Another 
objective is to put the public in possession of what the Applicant 
claims as the invention. See Regents of the University of 
California v. Eli Lilly, 119 F.3d 1559, 1566, 43 USPQ2d 1398, 1404 
(Fed. Cir. 1997), cert, denied, 523 U.S. 1089 (1998). 

Applicant's originally filed figures 2A and 2B provide a 
remote portable communications device 10 that communicates with a 
remote access controller 225. The remote access controller 225 is 
in communications with various devices including, but not limited, 
to the telephone 217, the desktop computer 221, corporate switches 
216, and other corporate devices 220. The original specification 
page 24 discloses the conversion of instructions required to 
operate the various equipment may stored within, for example, the 
memory of the portable device 10 or the controller 225. The 
original specification directly references storing instructions 
for operation of the local devices being operated remotely. The 
original specification, on the bottom of page 32, cites to 
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examples in which the telephone 217 stores operating information 
locally and the desktop computer 221 stores operating information 
locally. The controller stores programming commends for the 
telephone 217 and the computer 221 without use of the PBX 216. 
The user of the portable communication device 10 at a first 
location controls operation of the telephone 217, the desktop 
computer 221, corporate switches 216, and/or other corporate 
devices 220 at the second location. An exemplary embodiment of 
the present invention provides a versatile telephone set, where 
the features and functions are programmable using a computing 
device, such as a portable communication device. See the 
originally filed specification page 5, lines 3-7. Applicants 
claim 1 clearly conveys the information that Applicant has 
invented the subject matter, which is claimed and puts the public 
in possession of what the Applicant claims as the invention. An 
individual skilled in the art at the time of the invention would 
understand the claim language and how to practice Applicant's 
claimed invention. Therefore the 35 U.S.C. 112 first paragraph 
rejection of claim 1 and associated rejection of claims 27 and 32 
as well as respective dependent claims should be withdrawn. 
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B. Claims 1-5 Second paragraph - 35 USC § 112 

Applicant has amended claim 1 herein to correct the 
antecedent basis problem of "the controller". The rejection raised 
by the Examiner with regard to claim 1 and dependent claims 2-5 is 
considered moot. 

II . Response to Double Patenting 

Applicant has filed a terminal disclaimer under 3 7 CFR § 
1.321(d) with regard to U.S. Patent 6,359,892. The nonstatutory 
obviousness -type double patenting rejection of claims 1-5 and 27- 
36 should be withdrawn in view of the terminal disclaimer. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing amendments and comments and for at 
least the reasons set forth above. Applicant respectfully submits 
that all objections and rejections have been traversed, rendered 
moot and/or accommodated, and that presently pending claims 1-5 
and 27-36 are in condition for allowance. Applicant has responded 
to all of the Examiner's requests. Favorable reconsideration and 
allowance of the present application and the presently pending 
claims are hereby courteously requested. The examiner is invited 
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to telephone the undersigned. Applicant's attorney of record, to 



facilitate advancement of the present application. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Aleksander Szlam 




Esquire 



Registration No. 45,413 
Attorney for Applicant (s) 

BOURQUE & ASSOCIATES , P. A. 
835 Hanover Street, Suite 3 01 
Manchester, New Hampshire 03104 

Telephone: (603) 623-5111 
Facsimile: (603) 624-1432 
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